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ABSTRACT 
Brook trout (Salvelinus fontinalis) fry and fingerlings, and brown 
trout (Salmo trutta) fry were stocked in four small southern Maine 
streams to assess recruitment to the legal fishery; and to examine 
stocking-related interaction effects on resident fish communities. 
Brook trout stocked at a rate of 29 fry per habitat unit created a 
fishery in a f ishless stream, but did not appear to increase the 
abundance of legal-size trout at a stocking rate of 35 per habitat 
unit in another stream with existing fish populations. Brook trout 
fry interaction effects in this latter stream consisted of reduced 
mean lengths for blacknose dace (Rhinicthys atratalus) , common shiner 
(Luxilus cornutus) , and creek chub {Semotilus atromaculatus) . A 
reduction in mean weight for creek chub was also noted. Brown trout 
stocked at a rate of 36 fry per habitat unit created a legal fishery 
in one of two study streams, where fry stocking appeared to negatively 
affect brook trout, common shiner, and creek chub populations. Brook 
trout and creek chub biomass were inversely related to brown trout 
biomass. Common shiner mean length, weight, biomass, and abundance 
declined. Fall fingerling brook trout stocked at a rate of 1.1 to 2.9 
fish per habitat unit provided little or no contribution to the legal-
size fishery in two study streams. 
KEY WORDS: BKT, BNT, BIOMASS , ELECTROFISHING, FALL FINGERLING 
STOCKING, FRY STOCKING, POPULATION ESTIMATE, SURVIVAL, STREAM SURVEY, 
INTERSPECIFIC COMPETITION, INTRASPECIFIC COMPETITION 
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INTRODUCTION 
Fry and fingerling trout have been stocked in Maine lakes and 
ponds for many years with success, particularly in habitats with few 
fish competitors. Trout fry and fingerlings are inexpensive, easy to 
raise, and require little space in the hatchery. If successful, fry 
and fingerling stockings could offer an advantageous, low cost 
opportunity to enhance stream fisheries. In 1989, biologists in 
southern Maine began stocking fry and fingerling brook trout 
(Salvelinus fontinalis), and brown trout (Salmo trutta) fry into 
several brooks and streams. Many streams were stocked on an annual 
basis, while others were periodically stocked with unscheduled fish. 
After several years, biologists were uncertain if fry and fingerling 
trout stockings were contributing legal-size fish to the fishery and 
an evaluation was initiated. 
Two project waters were selected to evaluate each component of 
the study, which will be reported in three separate sections as 
follows: I. Brook Trout Fry Assessment, II. Brown Trout Fry 
Assessment, and III. Brook Trout Fingerling Assessment. The study 
objectives were (1) to determine the contribution of stocked trout fry 
and fingerlings to the legal fishery; and (2) to examine the effects 
of stocking fry and fingerlings on existing fish communities. 
I. BROOK TROUT FRY ASSESSMENT 
STUDY WATERS 
Unnamed Brook in Gray is a small, low order tributary of the 
Royal River that flows mostly through forested woodlands. The entire 
brook is comprised of approxi mately 34 habitat units(HU) 1 • The stuqy 
reach is located closer to the headwaters, immediately upstream of 
Route 115, and consists of 4 . 8 HU with an average width of 6.1 feet. 
The brook nearly ceases to f l ow during late summer periods and may be 
intermittent in some years. Generally, small, inundated pools remain 
throughout the summer and support aquatic life during dry periods. 
Despite low flows, summertime water temperatures remain in the low-to-
mid-60' s (°F). Downstream areas support brook trout and other 
resident fish common to the Royal River drainage, but natural ledge 
outcrops directly below Route 115 prevent fish from migrating to the 
study reach from areas lower in the drainage. Prior to stocking, no 
fish were known to inhabit t h e study reach. 
1 one habitat unit 100 yd 2 
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The upper section of Colley Wright Brook is located above the 
Chute Road in the Town of Windham, and flows through a mixture of 
rural residential, agricultural, and forested land. This section of 
stream contains approximately 84 HU, and the study reach consists of 
18.5 HU with an average width of 18.9 feet. Habitat within the study 
reach alternates between riffles and shallow pools with a 
predominantly sand, gravel, or rubble substrate interspersed with a 
few ledge outcrops. Summertime water temperatures reach the low-to-
mid-70' s (0F). A self-sustaining population of wild brook trout is 
present in low to moderate abundance. Other fish species present 
include blacknose dace (Rhinicthys atratalus) , common shiner (Luxilus 
cornutus), golden shiner (Notemigonus crysoleucas), Stickleback 
(Gasterosteus Sp.), brown bul l head (Ameiurus nebulosus), fallfish 
(Semotilus corporalis), white sucker (Catastomus commersoni), American 
eel (Anguilla rostrata), golden shiner (Notemogonis crysoleucas), and 
creek chub (Semotilus atromaculatus) . 
METHODS 
Study sections were surveyed according to the "River Survey 
Guidelines" developed by the Fisheries Division of The Maine 
Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (Trial 1989) . Length, 
width, depth, and bottom type information were recorded to estimate 
available fish habitat. 
Unnamed and Colley Wright Brooks were each stocked in Jun~ 
between 1992 and 2000 (Appendix A) . Unnamed Brook was stocked 
annually with 1000 fry, which equates to a stocking rate of 29 fry per 
HU. Colley Wright Brook was stocked at a rate of 35 fry per HU, and 
received 3,000 fry annually. Study sections were electrofished prior 
to initial stocking in 1992 to characterize baseline fishery 
conditions (e.g., species occurrence, abundance, etc.). A single run 
was deployed at Unnamed Brook to confirm the absence of fish, and a 
two-run removal was used to determine existing conditions at upper 
Colley Wright Brook. Post-stocking assessments relied upon a three-
run removal method to estimate population abundance and biomass of 
resident and stocked fish species. Abundance and biomass estimates 
were presented in terms of 100 habitat units (herein lOOHU)to 
eliminate extensive use of decimals in the charts and tables. One 
habitat unit equals 100 yd 2 • Population sampling preceded fry 
stocking each year. 
Trout abundance and biomass estimates were prepared for each of 
the following three size classes: <88 mm(3.5 inches), 89-151 mm(3.5 -
5.9 inches), and >151 mm(~6.0 inches), which represent fry or young-
of-the year (YOY), sub legal, and legal-size trout, respectively. All 
other species were not separated into size categories. Length and 
weight data were collected for all species captured with measurements 
in millimeters (mm) and grams (g) . All trout were measured and 
weighed individually, except YOY, which were generally weighed in 
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groups of five. Non-salmonid length and weight data were based on 
random samples of 30 fish, if available, for each species captured. 
Non-salmonid weights were generally conducted in groups of five, with 
larger individuals being weighed individually. 
Microfish version 3.0 (Van Deventer and Platts 1989) was used to 
generate population statistics from electrofishing data. Microsoft 
Excel 2000 was used for general data management, manipulation, and 
some calculations. 
RESULTS/DISCUSSION 
Unnamed Brook 
Brook trout were not present prior to stocking, but post-stocking 
densities ranged between 271 and 1,542 trout per lOOHU (Figure 1). 
Annual trout biomass estimates ranged from 1,387 to 1,896 grams(3.06 
to 4.18 pounds) per lOOHU (Appendix B). A study of 29 wild brook 
trout streams in Maine indicated that wild brook trout densities 
average 1,678 trout per lOOHU (Trial 1993). Trout densities in 
Unnamed Brook appear to be lower than occurs in many Maine trout 
streams. Lower · trout abundance in Unnamed Brook is likely the result 
of more marginal habitat conditions, including seasonally intermittent 
flows. Declines in trout abundance observed in 1996, 1998, and 2000 
appeared to coincide with low summer flows and associated declines in 
habitat availability and suitability. A summer drought in 1999 
virtually eradicated the trout population and as a result no trout 
were collected in the year 2000. However, the presence of trout fry 
in 2001 suggests that a few trout survived this drought and spawned in 
the fall of 2000. Less severe, but unusually dry conditions in 1995 
and 1997 contributed to lower survival and abundance in 1996 and 1998. · 
With the exception of these latter two years, the brook trout 
population increased in annual abundance between 1992 and year 2000 
(Figure 1) . 
Stocked brook trout fry survived to maturity and spawned 
successfully 3 years after stocking began, as evidenced by the initial 
presence of fry observed in 1995 (Figure 1) . Wild brook trout fry 
densities ranged from 21 to 521 per lOOHU, except for the post-drought 
year 2000, when no trout were captured (Appendix B). 
Legal-size trout first entered the fishery in 1994; 2 years after 
stocking began. Once present, annual abundance estimates for legal-
si ze trout ranged from 42 to 208 legals per lOOHU, except for the 
post-drought year 2000, when no trout were captured (Figure 1). 
Annual mean length of legal-size trout ranged from 155.5 mm(6.1 
inches) to 240.0 mm(9.4 inches long). Legal and sub-legal size trout 
were in excellent condition as evidenced by mean annual condition 
factors, which ranged between 1.1 and 1.3 (Appendix D). 
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Figure 1. Brook Trout Population Estimates per 100 Habitat Units by 
Size Class for Unnamed Brook, 1992-2001. 
Other species of fish encountered in Unnamed Brook were limited 
to three golden shiners collected in 1998, and one American eel 
captured in 2001 (Appendix C) . The shiners were not stream residents 
and presumably originated from a private pond located farther 
upstream. The absence of resident fish populations precluded an 
assessment of fry stocking impacts on the resident fish community. 
Upper Colley Wright Brook 
Based on a single year of data collected in 1992, wild brook 
trout abundance and biomass prior to stocking was estimated at 114 
trout per 100 HU and 3,189.7 grams(7.03 pounds) per lOOHU, 
respectively. Annual post-stocking brook trout densities ranged from 
76 to 486 trout per lOOHU (Figure 2), whereas annual biomass estimates 
ranged from 858 to 11,233 grams(l.89 to 24.7 pounds) per lOOHU (Figure 
3). Post-stocking brook trout densities exceeded pre-stocking levels 
in only five (56%) of the nine assessment years. Similarly, post-
stocking brook trout biomass exceeded pre-stocking levels in four 
(44%) of the nine assessment years. Post-stocking abundance and 
biomass estimates varied annually, with no obvious and consistent 
pattern of change in either variable. 
A pre-stocking density for legal-size brook trout was estimated 
at 38 trout per lOOHU (Figure 2) . Post-stocking estimates ranged from 
o to 81 legals per lOOHU, and were found to exceed pre-stocking levels 
in only two (22%) of the nine assessment years. 
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The overall effect of stocking fry on the existing fish community 
was neither dramatic nor widespread, based on changes in abundance, 
biomass, and growth (Appendices E & F). A comparison between trout 
and non-salmonid fish biomass revealed similar annual fluctuations 
suggesting environmental factors exerted a stronger influence on 
community structure than fry stocking (Figure 3). Furthermore, a more 
detailed examination of trends in biomass for individual species 
revealed similar findings, where no one species appeared to be 
noticeably affected by fry stocking. In addition, fry stocking did 
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Figure 2. Brook Trout Population Estimates per 100 Habitat Units by 
Size Class for Upper Colley Wright Brook, 1992-2001. 
not seem to coincide with any obvious or consistent pattern of change 
in annual mean length, weight, and condition for any brook trout size 
class (Appendix G). However, changes in mean length and weight were 
observed for several non-salmonid species. Only four of the ten non-
salmonids present were well established and provided useful data for 
trend analysis. These four species include white suckers, black nose 
dace, creek chub, and common shiners. For the latter three species, 
post - stocking mean annual length was lower than pre-stocking levels in 
at least 70% of the assessment years. Creek chub was the only 
species, to demohstrate a consistent pattern of weight change, where 
post-stocking annual mean weight was less than pre-stocking levels in 
87% of the assessment years (Appendix F) . 
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Figure 3. Brook Trout and Non-salmonid Biomass (g/100 HU) for Upper 
Colley Wright Brook, 1992-2000. 
CONCLUSIONS/MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS 
Sampling design limitations precluded a more detailed and 
statistically meaningful evaluation of this project, partic~larly for 
Colley Wright Brook. For example, fry-stocked streams were sampled 
only once prior to stocking. Limited pre-stocking data could not be 
used to characterize baseline conditions accurately, including annual 
variation in the size and quality of the existing fish community. In 
addition, unmarked fry stocked in Colley Wright Brook could not be 
differentiated from wild trout. Consequently, the relative survival, 
growth, contribution, and interaction between stocked and wild trout 
could not be definitively evaluated. The aforementioned limitations 
resulted in a semi-quantitative assessment. 
Annual fry stocking in a f ishless section of Unnamed Brook 
created a small brook trout fishery, comprised of legal-size (~ 6 
inches) trout. The proportion of legals in the fishery (once present) 
ranged from 4.1 in 1999 to 31.2 in 1995. A study of 23 wild brook 
trout streams in Maine indicated that the proportion of legals ranged 
from O to 49%, and in almost half these streams, legal-size trout 
comprised less than 6% of the population (Trial 1993). While the 
proportion of legals in Unnamed Brook is comparable to other Maine 
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streams, the total abundance of all size classes of trout is lower 
than occurs in many Maine streams. The lack of adult habitat likely 
limited the retention and density of legal-size trout produced in the 
study section. The fishery persisted until 1999, when a severe 
drought decimated the entire trout population. Interestingly, stocked 
brook trout fry attained maturity and reproduced successfully in most 
years. Unlike Unnamed Brook, fry stocking to augment wild trout in 
upper Colley Wright Brook did not enhance the recreational fishery by 
producing more legal-size trout. Stocking did not appear to increase 
the standing stock of brook trout, and fewer legal-size trout were 
present after stocking was ini tiated. There was no apparent pattern 
of change in mean length or weight observed for fry, juvenile, or 
adult brook trout. 
The effects of prook trout fry stocking on other resident fish 
could only be investigated in upper Colley Wright Brook, because 
Unnamed Brook was essentially fishless prior to stocking. Inter-
specific interaction effects were observed for three species in Colley 
Wright Brook. Post-stocking annual mean length decreased for black 
nose dace, common shiners, and creek chubs. Annual mean weight for 
creek chubs also decreased. 
This evaluation suggests brook trout fry may be successfuily 
stocked to establish or re-establish trout populations following 
environmental perturbations in small headwater streams with no 
interspecific competition. The best candidates for fry stocking are 
those streams, or portions thereof, which cannot be naturally 
recolonized by downstream populations due to impassable barriers. Fry 
stocking to augment natural reproduction of wild brook trout should be 
undertaken with caution, because intraspecific competitive effects 
could diminish the quality of the legal fishery. 
II. BROWN TROUT FRY ASSESSMENT 
STUDY WATERS 
The lower section of Colley Wright Brook is located 2 miles below 
the upper brook trout study section in the Town of Windham, and flows 
through a mixture of rural residential, agricultural, and forested 
land to the Presumpscot River·. This section of stream contains 
approximately 200 habitat units. The smaller study reach consists of 
20.5 HU with an average width of 33 feet. The channel substrate 
within the upper half of the study reach is mostly ledge, while the 
lower half is comprised of sand, gravel, and rubble. Summertime water 
temperatures reach the mid-70's(°F). Based on sampling in 1992, the 
fish community prior to stocking consisted of brook trout, blacknose 
dace, fallfish, common shiner, golden shiner, creek chub, American 
eel, white sucker, brown bullhead, sticklebacks, fathead minnow 
(Pimephales promelas) , northern redbelly dace (Phoxinus eos) , and 
pumpkinseed sunfish (Lepomis gibbosus) . Brown trout were not observed 
9 
in 1992, but we suspect brown trout stocked in the Presumpscot River 
may occasionally move into this tributary. 
Auburn Lake Outlet flows approximately 2 miles from Lake Auburn 
through agricultural and forested lands to the Androscoggin River. 
The stream is located in the Town of Auburn and contains approximately 
133 habitat units. The study reach is comprised of 16.1 habitat units 
and averages 20 . 0 feet in width. The channel substrate is primarily 
rubble, gravel and ledge, which provides predominantly riffle habitat 
with a few small, shallow pools. Summertime water temperatures 
commonly reach the low to mid-70's(°F). Stocked adult brown trout, 
originating from the Androscoggin River, are occasional residents. 
Other fish species present in the study reach include smallmouth bass· 
(Micropterus dolomieux) , yellow perch (Perea flavescens) , redbreast 
sunfish (Lepomis auritus), brown bullhead, largemouth bass, chain 
pickerel, fallfish, golden shiner, white sucker, blacknose dace, 
common shiner, pumpkinseed sunfish, and American eel. 
METHODS 
The methods described in Section I also apply to this assessment 
with a few exceptions. Pre-stocking baseline fishery conditions were 
characterized by data collected during a single pass of the 
electrofishing unit. Additional runs were not undertaken because no 
brown trout were collected. As a result, pre-stocking estimates of 
abundance and biomass for non-salmonids could not be developed. In 
addition, both study streams were not sampled in 1999. 
Lower Colley Wright Brook and.Auburn Lake Outlet were stocked 
each June between 1992 and 1996 (Appendix A) . Lower Colley Wright 
Brook received 6,000 fry annually, resulting in a stocking rate of 36 
fry per habitat unit. Auburn Outlet was stocked annually with 4000 
fry, which equates to a stocking rate of 27 fry per habitat unit . 
RESULTS/DISCUSSION 
Lower Colley Wright Brook 
Baseline sampling indicated brown trout were not present prior to 
stocking; however, adult browns stocked in the Presumpscot River have 
access to Colley Wright Brook. Annual post-stocking brown trout 
densities ranged from 24 to 339 trout per lOOHU (Figure 4), whereas 
annual biomass estimates ranged from 1,444 to 9,800 grams(3.18 to 21.6 
pounds) per lOOHU (Figure 5) . 
Stocked brown trout fry survived to maturity and spawned 
successfully 3 years after stocking began, as evidenced by the 
presence of fry observed in 1995. However, 1995 was the only year 
brown trout fry were present in the study reach, occurring at a 
density of 20 fry per lOOHU. 
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Figure 4. Brown Trout Population Estimates per 100 Habitat Uni ts by 
Size Class for . Lower Colley Wright Brook, 1992-1998 and 2000. 
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Figure 5. Brook Trout, Brown Trout, and Non-salmonid Biomass (g/100 
HU) for Lower Colley Wright Brook, 1993-2000. 
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Legal-size brown trout first entered the fishery in 1994; 2 years 
after stocking began. Once present, annual estimates of abundance for 
legal-size trout ranged from 5 to 93 legals per lOOHU, and abundance 
increased annually between 1994 and 1997 (Figure 4}. After 1997, 
there was a decline in the number of legal-size browns, . which 
corresponds with the cessation of fry stocking in 1996. Mean annual 
estimates of biomass for legal-size brown trout ranged from 390 to 
5,937 grams (0.86 to 13.1 pounds} per lOOHU (Appendix H}. Annual mean 
length of captured legal-size trout ranged from 6.4 inches to 9.8 
inches long (Appendix I} . Legal and sub legal sized trout were in 
excellent condition as evidenced by mean annual condition factors, 
which ranged between 0.9 and 1.2 (Appendix I}. 
Post-stocking annual mean length, weight, and condition for all 
three size categories of wild brook trout (fry, juveniles, and legals} 
did not appear to increase or decrease in response to stocking 
(Appendix I}. However, brook trout abundance and biomass appeared to 
decline, and this change was generally observed for all three size-
categories. Although no pre-stocking abundance and biomass estimates 
were available for comparison, brook trout abundance and biomass 
between 1994 and 1996 remained below 1993 levels. Over the same 
period, brown trout abundance and biomass increased (Appendices H & 
I}. Brown trout stocking was suspended in 1996 and in 1997. Both 
trout species experienced an increase in abundance and biomass, likely 
attributed to favorable environmental conditions. As brown trout 
abundance and biomass decreased after 1997, the brook trout population 
increased in both parameters. 
The overall effect of stocking fry on the existing non-salmonid 
fish community appeared to be very limited, based on . changes in 
abundance, biomass, and growth for individual species. Changes in the 
non-salmonid community were observed only for common shiners and creek 
chubs. Common shiners declined in annual mean length, .weight, 
abundance, and biomass. There was an inverse relationship between 
creek chub and brown trout biomass. ~ry stocking did not appear to 
affect other non-salmonid species including blacknose dace, creek 
chub, American eel, golden shiner, stickleback, white sucker, 
pumpkinseed sunfish, brown bullhead, fathead minnow, and fallfish. 
Auburn Lake Outlet 
Pre-stocking baseline sampling in 1992 indicated a few adult 
brown trout were present in the study reach. These browns likely 
originated from stocked fish that moved up from the Androsoggin River. 
A set of natural falls near the lower end of the study reach served as 
a barrier to upstream migration during much of the year. However, 
limited upstream access is likely afforded during higher flow periods. 
The three brown trout captured in 1992 were 10.4 inches (265mm) and 
larger. Annual post-stocking brown .trout densities ranged from 0 to 
81 trout per lOOHU (Figure 6), and biomass estimates ranged from Oto 
5,194 grams(O to 11.4 pounds}per lOOHU (Figure 7}. 
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Sublegal brown trout (89-151 mm or 3.5-5.9 inches), presumably 
originating from fry stocking, were only captured during the first 2 
years after stocking was initiated. Although fry stocking continued 
through 1996,. sub legal brown trout were not captured between 1994 and 
1997. The abundance of sub-legal brown trout over this 2-year period 
ranged from 25 to 68 per lOOHU (Figure 6) . 
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Figure 6. Brown Trout Population Estimates per 100 Habitat Units by 
Size Class for Auburn Lake Outlet, 1992-1998 and 2000. 
Legal-size brown trout were captured each year of the study, 
except in 2000, when no brown trout of any size class were collected. 
Drought conditions in 1999 may have contributed to the absence of 
brown trout in 2000 . Annual abundance of legal-size brown trout 
ranged from O to 56 legals per lOOHU (Figure 6). Legal-size brown 
trout captured in 1992 and 1993 did not originate from fry stocked in 
1992 and 1993, yet relatively high densities (19 and 56, respectively) 
were present during these 2 years. These adult fish must have 
migrated up from the Androscoggin River. Between 1994 and 1998 the 
abundance of legal brown trout did not increase as a result of fry 
stocking. In fact, annual abundance estimates were lower than 1993 
levels for all 5 years between 1994 and 1998. Furthermore, pre-
stocking abundance in 1992 was based on only a single sampling run, 
which likely underestimates the actual population size. Yet, annual 
abundance estimates were still lower than pre-stocking levels in 1992 
for 4 out of 5 years. The aforementioned findings indicate few, if 
any, of the observed legal-size trout originated from fry stocking. 
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The absence of sub-legal trout during most of the assessment period 
indicates poor fry survival and low recruitment. 
Mean annual estimates of biomass for legal-size brown trout 
ranged from 0 to 4,528 grams(O to 10.2 pounds) per lOOHU (Figure 7). 
Annual mean length of captured legal-size trout ranged from 181.9 
mm(7.2 inches) to 288.3 mm(ll . 3 inches) long (Appendix N). Trout were 
in good condition as evidenced by mean annual condition factors, which 
generally ranged between 1.0 and 1.1, except during 1997 when one 'thin 
brown was collected with a low condition factor of 0.82. 
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Figure 7. Brown Trout and Nonsalmonid Biomass (g/100 HU) for Auburn 
Lake Outlet, 1992-1998 and 2000. 
Brown trout fry were captured only once during the assessment 
period, in 1998 (Figure 6) . Fry abundance that year was estimated at 
31 per lOOHU. Successful spawning by adult migrants from the 
Androscoggin River was likely the origin of the fry. Although adult 
brown trout have been known to migrate into Auburn Lake Outlet, this 
is the first documented occurrence of natural reproduction. 
The overall effect of stocking fry on the existing non-salmonid 
fish community appeared to be minimal, based on observed changes in 
abundance, biomass, and growth for individual species. Poor survival 
and recruitment of stocked fry possibly limited any potential adverse 
impacts to the resident fish community. Environmental conditions 
likely exerted greater influence on the fish community structure. 
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CONCLUSIONS/MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS 
Sampling design limitations precluded a more detailed and 
statistically meaningful evaluation of this project. For example, 
fry-stocked streams were sampled only once prior to stocking. Limited 
pre-stocking data could not be used to characterize baseline 
conditions accurately including abundance, biomass, and annual 
variation in the size and quality of the existing fish community. In 
addition, adult browns stocked in downstream rivers had limited access 
to both study streams, which further complicated assessment efforts. 
These limitations resulted in a semi-quantitative assessment. 
Brown trout fry stocked in lower Colley Wright Brook created a 
short-lived fishery, comprised of legal-size trout. However, the 
fishery rapidly disappeared when stocking was discontinued. Fry 
stocking in Lake Auburn Outlet experienced poor survival, and did not 
appear to increase production of legal-size trout. More marginal 
summer water temperatures and the presence of larger fish predators 
may have compromised fry survival in Auburn Lake Outlet. 
There was little evidence of successful natural reproduction in 
either study stream, even though adult fish were present. Fry were 
captured only once (1995) in Colley Wright Brook, and once (1998) in 
Auburn Lake Outlet. 
The effects of fry stocking on resident fish were greatest in 
lower Colley Wright Brook, where fry stocking appeared to negatively 
impact brook trout, common shiners, and creek chub. Fausch et al. 
(1981) also found that brown trout may be responsible for declines in 
brook trout populations due to the effects of interspecif ic 
competition, differential susceptibility to angling, differential 
response to environmental factors, and brown trout predation on 
juvenile brook trout. Poor survival and recruitment of stocked fry 
likely reduced potential adverse impacts to the resident fish in 
Auburn Lake Outlet. 
This evaluation suggests brown trout fry may be stocked to create 
a legal fishery in small streams with suitable habitat. However, poor 
reproductive success may warrant continued stocking to maintain the 
fishery. Brown trout fry should not be stocked where wild brook trout 
make a desirable contribution to the legal fishery, because 
interspecific interactions may negatively impact the brook trout 
fishery. 
III. BROOK TROUT FINGERLING ASSESSMENT 
STUDY WATERS 
Collyer Brook in Gray originates west of Route 100 at the 
confluence of Eddy Brook and Libby Brook, and flows through a mixture 
of forested and agricultural land approximately 4.5 miles to the Royal 
River. Collyer Brook averages 25 feet in width and approximately 660 
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habitat units are managed for brook trout and brown trout. The upper 
section of this brook is comprised of rubble and gravel riffles, and 
shallow sandy pools, while the lower reach consists of long runs 
interspersed with larger, deeper pools. Summertime water temperatures 
reach the low 70's(°F), but numerous small springs along the brook 
provide coldwater refugia for trout. A small cement dam approximately 
one half mile from the conflµence of the Royal River prevents any 
upstream fish migration into the study areas, which contain a combined 
total of 44.4 habitat units. Collyer Brook has been stocked annually 
with catchable-size brown trout and brook trout, and wild populations 
of both trout species are also present. Other fish species inhabiting 
the stream include blacknose dace, lake chubs (Couesius plumbeus), 
white sucker, American eel, and golden shiners. 
Killick Brook originates south of Route 117 in Hollis and flows 
north approximately 4 miles through mostly forested land into Killick 
Pond. Killick Brook averages 14 feet wide and contains approximately 
411 habitat units. An old dam south of Route 117 creates a 5-acre 
impoundment, which is locally known as "Hypes Bog". Anglers report 
catches of 6-12 inch wild brook trout from this impoundment. Two 
study sites totaling 18.3 habitat units were located upstream and 
downstream of Hypes Bog. The brook alternates from riffles to shallow 
pools, and substrates are predominantly sand and gravels. A self-
sustaining population of brook trout is present in moderate to high 
abundance. Other fish present include fallfish, white sucker, yellow 
perch, and chain pickerel (Esox niger) . 
METHODS 
The study sections at Collyer Brook and Killick Brook were 
surveyed according to the river survey guidelines developed by the 
Fisheries Division of the Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and 
Wildlife (Trial, 1989). Length, width, depth, and bottom type 
information was recorded to estimate available fish habitat. 
Stocked brook trout f ingerlings were fin-clipped prior to 
stocking for later field identification. Population estimates for all 
fish species were determined by electrofishing, using a two-run-
removal method. Gillnets were also deployed in 1995 to sample an 
impoundment on Collyer Brook. Sampling effort and stocking rates were 
modified during the ·course of the study and are discussed in the 
"Results/Discussion" section that follows. Voluntary creel boxes were 
maintained at each brook, and selected voluntary fishing records were 
obtained from a single Killick Brook angler. 
RESULTS/DISCUSSION 
Collyer Brook 
Collyer Brook was stocked with 750 fall fingerling brook trout 
(1.1 fingerling per habitat unit) in 1993 and again in 1994 (Appendix 
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O). Three sites, comprised of 44.1 habitat units were elecrofished in 
the spring of 1994, and no marked brook trout were observed (Appendix 
P) . 
In the spring of 1995, two sites consisting of approximately 20.6 
habitat units were electrofished and a small impoundment was gill 
netted in the spring. Again, no marked brook trout were captured. The 
stocking rate was increased to 2.9 fall fingerlings per habitat unit 
in the fall of 1995. Approximately 20.6 habitat units were 
electrof ished the following year and only one marked trout was 
observed. 
Voluntary creel box survey results indicated that anglers 
harvested 34 legal brook trout during the 1994, 1995, and 1996 fishing 
seasons (Appendix Q.}. All harvested trout were unmarked. 
Killick Brook 
Killick Brook was stocked in 1992, 1993 and 1994 with 600 fall 
fingerling brook trout (1.5 fingerlings per habitat unit). The upper 
study reach, consisting of 18.3 habitat units was electrofished in 
1994 and no marked trout were observed. As a result, an additional 
site consisting of 10 habitat units was electrofished (one pass only) 
to locate marked trout. Only one marked brook trout was captured 
(Appendix P) . The two existing sites and one additional site totaling 
19.1 habitat units were electrofished in 1995, with similar results. 
Of the 177 brook trout captured, only one marked brook trout was 
observed. 
Voluntary angler survey efforts produced little useful data in 
1994 and 1995. One voluntary angler reported catching 15 brook trout 
at Killick Brook in 1994, none of which were marked (Appendix R). In 
1995, anglers reported catching 25 unmarked legal trout. Stocking was 
discontinued in 1995. 
Sampling indicated that few marked trout were present, and as a 
result multiple runs with the electrofishing unit were not undertaken 
for the purpose of estimating population size. Limited time and 
resources were focused on locating marked trout at suitable 
electrofishing sites. 
CONCLUSIONS/MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS 
Fall fingerling brook trout stocked at a rate of 1.1 to 2.9 fish 
per habitat unit provided . little contribution to the legal fishery. 
Wiley et. al (1993) found that return rates of stream stocked sub-
catchable rainbow trout varied by time of stocking and post-stocking 
competition, and that the mean cost of fish reaching the creel was 
nearly twice as expensive for sub-catchables than it was for 
catchables. Shetter (1941) concluded that brook trout fingerling 
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stocking results in low angler returns (0.27 to 2.56%), and angling 
quality did not deteriorate when fingerling stocking was discontinued. 
Calhoun (1966) reported similar results, with the cost per fingerling 
returned to the angler being t hree times greater than stocking 
catchables. Furthermore, it was suggested that stocking fingerlings 
in streams with wild populations did not improve the fishery and that 
stocked fish merely replaced wild ones. Although the fate of 
fingerlings stocked in our stu dy is unknown, it is speculated that 
poor survival, and out migration elsewhere within the drainage are 
principal limiting factors. This evaluation suggests that it is not 
cost effective to stock fall fingerling brook trout in streams, where 
the goal is to increase the availability of legal-size trout in the 
fishery. 
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A d. A St k. h. f f k d d . ppen 1x oc mg 1story or -ry-stoc e stu 1y waters . 
Date Number of Stocking Rate Pounds of Number 
Stocked Fish Stocked Fish per Species Fish Stocked Fish per 
Habitat Unit Pound 
Colley Wright Brook (upper section) 
06/30/92 3,000 35 BKT 54 56 
06/28/93 3,000 35 BKT 35 80 
06/20/94 3,000 35 BKT 38 79 
06/21/95 3,000 35 BKT 64 47 
06/13/96 3,000 35 BKT 49 61 
06/13/97 3,000 35 BKT 24 125 
06/23/98 3,444 41 BKT 10 344 
06/16/99 3,000 35 BKT 10 300 
0617100 3,000 35 BKT 22 136 
Colley Wright Brook (lower section) 
06/30/92 6,000 27 BNT 27 222 
06/21/93 6,000 27 BNT 28 214 
06/29/94 6,000 27 BNT 16 375 
06/22/95 6,000 27 BNT 115 52 
06/13/96 6,000 27 BNT 48 125 
Unnamed Brook 
06/30/92 1,000 29 BKT 18 56 
06/28/93 1,000 29 BKT 12.5 80 
06/29/94 1,000 29 BKT 13 80 
06/21/95 1,000 29 BKT 21 48 
06/13/96 1,000 29 BKT 16 61 
06/13/97 1,000 29 BKT 11 91 
06/23/98 1,000 29 BKT 3 333 
06/16/99 1,000 29 BKT 3 333 
06107100 1,000 29 BKT 7 143 
Auburn Lake Outlet 
06/30/92 4,000 36 BNT 18 222 
06/21/93 4,000 36 BNT 18.5 214 
06/29/94 4,000 36 BNT 12 375 
06/22/95 4,000 36 BNT 78 51 
06/18/96 4,000 36 BNT 30 133 
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A d' B P 1 f ,ppen 1x opu a 10n an dB' 10mass Dt £th U a a or e nname dB k St d R h b S roo u lY eac 1y 1pec1es an dY ear. . I 
Year2 
SPECIES3 DATA4 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
BKTALL Pop.Est. 19 27 32 .13 44 25 74 14 
S.E. 1.1 0.7 0.6 1.0 1.7 5.3 3.9 1.0 
95% C.I. 2 1 1 2 4 11 8 2 
Biomass Est. (g) 498.9 884.0 1382.4 528.7 700.5 638.8 1004.2 145.7 
BKTLEG Pop.Est. 0 2 10 4 2 6 3 0 
S.E. 0.4 
95% C.I. -4 1 
Biomass Est. (a) 0.0 91 .0 633.0 261.0 11 9.0 286.0 169.0 0.0 
BKTSUB Pop. Est. 19 25 20 8 21 8 23 5 
S.E. 1.1 0.7 0.3 0.9 0.2 3.0 2.0 0.4 
95% C.I. 2 1 1 2 0 7 4 1 
Biomass Est. (a) 498.9 793.0 663.0 227.0 570.2 248.0 576.2 11 7.0 
BKTYOY Pop. Est. 0 0 2 ".:( 1 25 : ' 10 47 9 
S.E. 6.6 4.7 3.0 0.9 
95% C.I. 14 11 6 2 
Biomass Est. (a) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.4 11.4 58.8 14.1 
EEL ; Pop. Est. 
,:· < I • .: 1 :: 
S.E. 
95%C.I. 
Biomass Est. (a) 24.9 
GLS Pop.Est. : ,, 3 
S.E. 1.3 
95% C.I. 5 
Biomass Est. (a) 0.0 
1 Data by study reach , divide by habitat units in the reach and multiply by 100 to convert into 100 HU. 
2 One run was conducted in 1992 and no species were observed. 
3 Species codes for this table and all subsequent tables are provided in Appendix S. 
4 Population Estimates were set to the number of fish sampled when depletion patterns did not allow accurate estimates. 
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A d. CM .ppen IX ean L engt h d w . h f p· h . u an eig to IS m nname dB kb S roo 1y ipecies an dY ear. , . 
Year1 
Species2 Data2 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2001 
BKT Mean Length (mm) 129.4 136.9 140.9 139.2 89.0 109.3 90.0 92.2 
n 19 27 32 13 43 21 55 15 
StdDev of Length 11.6 8.8 31.9 35.8 50.5 52.8 47.5 56.0 
Mean Weight Cal 26.3 32.7 43.2 40.7 15.9 25.6 13.6 10.4 
n 19 27 30 12 42 20 54 15 
EEL Mean Length (mm) 240.0 
n 1.0 
StdDev of Length 
Mean Weight Cal 24.9 
n 1.0 
' GLS ·Mean Length (mm) 
·:······ .'.i: ' 46.3 
n 3 
StdDev of Length 13.8 
Mean Weight (al 
n 
1 One run was conducted in 1992 and no species were observed; no fish observed in 2000. 
~ Group weights were used for weioht calculations. 
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T bl D M L a e ean h w. h engt , e1g t, an d C d"f F t £ BKT . U on 110n ac or or m nname dB kb s· Cl roo 1y 1ze ass an dY ear. . I 
Year2 
Size Class Data 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2001 
Legal Mean Length (mm) 155.5 167.7 173.8 166.0 158.8 172.3 240.0 
n 2 10 4 2 6 3 1 
StdDev of Length 3.5 18.2 13.1 11.3 5.9 12.0 
Mean Weight (a) 45.5 63.3 65.3 59.5 47.7 56.3 25.0 
n 2 10 4 2 6 3 1 
StdDev of Weight 4.9 19.7 20.5 10.6 5.1 13.1 
Mean Condition 1.2 1.3 1.2 1.3 1.2 1.1 0.2 
n 2 10 4 2 6 3 1 
StdDev of Condition 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 
. 
Sublegal Mean Length (mm) 129.4 135.4 137.5 133.8 131 :2 140.9 135.6 132.2 
n 19 25 20 8 21 7 22 5 
Std Dev of Length 11.6 7.2 8.7 11.9 12.4 6.4 11.0 8.0 
Mean Weight (a) 26.3 31.7 33.2 28.4 27.2 31.0 25.0 23.4 
n 19 25 20 8 20 7.0 21 5 
StdDev of Weight 7.6 4.9 7.3 7.2 8.1 3.6 7.2 4.2 
Mean Condition 1.2 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.1 1.0 1.0 
n 19 25 20 8 20 7 21 5 
StdDev of Condition 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
YOY1 Mean Length (mm) ... 
' 
·.< . 41.5 : 45.0 36.9 44.6 48.3 53.6 
n 2.0 1.0 20 8 30 ·9 
StdDev of Length 0.7 2.3 4.2 6.1 6.2 
Mean Weight 0.3 1.1 1.3 1.6 
n 20 7 30 9 
'Group weights were used for this size class . 
2 One run conducted in 1992 and no species observed; no trout observed in 2000. 
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A .pp en d' 1 . 1x E. Popu atton an dB' 10mass D ~ hCll W'hB kSdR hbS ata or t e 0 ey ng t roo tu ly eac 'Y ipec1es an d Year. 
Year2 
!SPECIES DATA3 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
BKTALL Pop. Est. 21 18 20 32 27 52 1 18 90 .. 14 26 
S.E. 0.5 0.5 0.5 1.0 2.8 9.7 1.0 4.2 0.8 0.4 
95% C.I. 1 1 1 2 6 19 2 8 2 1 
Biomass Est. la1 158.8 340.0 655.4 328.3 1139.8 907.4 2078.1 184.0 583.7 
BKTLEG Pop. Est. 7 0 1 6 1 5 9 15 1 6 
S.E . . 0.4 0.4 1.2 0.5 0.2 
95% C.I. 1 1 3 1 0 
Biomass Est. la1 60.0 364.8 37.0 422.0 673.0 987.0 73.0 281.0 
BKTSUB \ Por:>~; Est. 
" 
10 10 •. ······ 11 ... 9 11 6 _.,):< . 5 30 5 .· 13 
S.E. 0.3 0.2 0.3 1.0 0.1 0.8 0.8 0.4 0.1 
95% C.I. 1 0 1 2 0 2 2 1 0 
Biomass Est. (al 115.6 221.0 263.0 254.1 118.0 177.0 482.1 99.0 287.0 
BKTYOY t;toJ>i:Est. Ji A i > 8 : <> 1:· . >: a i\ ... >1T' >K \>· ... 13 if''· J · ....... :.·· r ..... :..t'i r< 't ... •··· l·····::;;;;:fr''4 
. 
52 
·, 
\ ....... .. .: 1 ... ·. •:· .. 8 ... 7 
S.E. 0.6 0.4 0.5 1.0 1.1 14.3 0.5 11.9 0.8 0.9 
95% C.I. 2 1 1 2 2 29 2 24 2 2 
Biomass Est. Cal ,.. ,.. 30.6 12.8 30.4 23.8 86.0 9.2 83.2 12.0 15.8 
Pc)p.E$t~~ " go·. >); ido ? .....•.. L : : :, " .•· ... . . gr 171 ...... 469 BND ... ......... 303 {v .:. 333 .... .. . 106 ........ 
" 
... 634 . 196 
S.E. 10.4 18.6 23.5 5.0 19.9 47.5 46.6 17.5 
95% C.I. 21 37 46 10 39 93 91 35 
Biomass Est. la1 280.0 633.3 592.7 243.8 335.2 830.1 805.2 280.3 
BNTALL :'/:•· . ........ / ··.:.. I . .. ·· . :: .... r;\:\> •<n\ ···: 
1 ••• •· .• ;; lr.·.•·.a ······>•·····• ? < 
........ 
'< "?"' ":. . 
,i 
> ,· .. 
.. l i> ••• i j .... · ... :· .... 
.. 1 i . ', e.op. Est < ... ·.·· •· \ ( \ 
·'·•• .:... "'< ............. :-,: ... . ..... . ,: . .. : .. / . . .: l ·:·o 
S.E. 
95% C.I. 
Biomass Est. (a~ 165.0 36.0 
. ·":.. ,:, .• ·"\ •:> .. > .. : .. : •. :})·"·<>: " <i > ... ·" ..•. .' }( . BUL Pop •.. Est. >< L• ·" ... ·<" < .. .. ..· , . ... ·. ··· 2 
S.E. 
95% C.I. 
Biomass Est. (a~ 39.6 
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Appendix E (continued). Population and Biomass Data for the Upper Colley Wright Brook Study Reach by Species and Year. 1 
Year2 
Species Data3 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
CCB Pop.Est. 24 35 19 46 27 48 56 92 39 
: 
. 
S.E. 7.3 95.5 2.2 0.6 9.4 2.4 9.2 10.9 3.4 
95% C.I. 15 194 5 1 19 5 18 22 7 
Biomass Est. Cal 405.7 109.8 192.3 114.8 189.6 194.3 411.2 195.0 
CMS Pop.Est. 7 14 17 51 11 
.· 
91 145 258 200 
S.E. 0.9 1.2 3.9 0.8 13.3 8.9 33.8 119.6 
95% C.I. 2 3 8 2 26 18 67 236 
- Biomass Est. (al 54.0 34.0 216.8 24.8 143.8 520.6 405.1 320.0 
~op. Est. 1 . : ,4 . 2 
. 
,i y':2 ;J ....•. L. / <> ;.;; ~. ·,· 5 ) EEL :•. ... ,,,.;, .., ' ::/·:•·• . •,..:.·, , ...... .. . ..,, ;;···· :, ' <• /,;\:•. \. .: 3 
S.E. 0.6 1.0 0.4 0.2 0.3 
95%C.I. 2 13 5 0 1 
Biomass Est. Cal 110.0 167.0 199.5 
GLS .Pop. Est. / 1 · ....... I>: ; ;,>+;:;;;; : '. : t/i:·:t ·: :. ./. 2};;, s .. ;;;;;;; : 3 .... : . :· ,•;; ... .;:· .,., ./ <· 
' 
S.E. 0.3 
95% C.I. 1 
Biomass Est. 
SKB 
: <,Pop~ Est. ··· •. ... : . (>ci·:: .r; .. · ... •. . .. · .. ,J·> 12 >]\;r 1 : . : \ .. .:::. . ., .... .y 
·i·· ... ..: ... IC ... > .. . •····· .,•·.:.,...::v· , .... 1 .. ; 2 
S.E. 0.4 
95%C.I. 5 
Biomass Est. (g} 14.4 
WHS ' · Pop. Est . ..... : 133 :: ...... 96 58 ;j\;L< :; j OQ+ : 77· ::·::··\-.:: '135 }: ·•: 118 : 143 :·· 28 ·:·: •· : .. · .• 
S.E. 15.6 67.3 1.7 1.3 77.8 7.0 3.5 6.8 1.7 
95% C.I. 31 134 3 3 155 14 7 13 3 
Biomass Est. Cal 1635.8 582.9 1278.7 1160.4 1896.8 2592.5 2905.8 356.7 
ri Data by study reach, divide by habitat units in the reach and multiply by 100 to convert into 100 HU. 
r2 No data collected on nonsalmonid species in 2001. 
~ Population Estimates were set to the number of fish sampled when depletion patterns did not allow accurate estimates 
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Appendix F. Mean Lengt h d "h f"h' an Weig to Fis m Upper C 11 W. h B kb S o ey ng t roo 1y ipecies an dY ear. ' 
Year1 
Species Data2 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
BKT Mean Length (mm) 126.0 96.8 97.6 93.8 92.6 79.0 145.2 116.4 87.0 124.1 
n 21 18 20 32 25 41 18 65 14 26 
StdDev of Length 45.9 15.9 41 .5 48.3 40.9 49.4 55.6 50.5 49.3 41.0 
Mean Weight (g) 28.1 8.8 17.0 20.5 12.2 21.9 50.4 23.1 13.1 22.5 
n 20 17 17 29 24 26 17 65 14 26 
BND Mean Length (mm) 60.9 63.7 60.2 52.7 63.1 58.6 54.6 53.1 53.0 
n 15 30 65 35 20 45 30 30 30 
StdDev of Length 8.3 9.5 9.1 9.2 8.3 11.0 10.3 8.5 11.0 
Mean Weight la) 1.9 2.8 2.1 1.8 2.3 2.0 1.8 1.3 1.4 
n 15 30 65 35 20 45 30 30 30 
BNT Mean Length (mm) 170.5 148.0 
n 2 1 
StdDev of Length 57.3 
Mean Weight (a) 55.0 36.0 
n 2 1 
BUL .. Mean Length (mm) ... . 81.0 
n 2 
StdDev of Length 19.8 
Mean Weight (a) 6.5 
n 2 
CCB Mean Length (mm) 86.5 . 96.2 80.4 60.6 72.7 67.6 62.1 68.3 72.6 
n 6 10 14 17 11 39 32 30 25 
StdDev of Length 12.6 29.5 17.1 26.9 11.1 16.5 18.9 14.4 21.4 
Mean Weight la) 6.8 11.6 5.8 4.2 4.3 4.0 3.5 4.5 5.0 
n 6 10 14 17 11 39 32 30 25 
CMS Mean Length (mm) 63.3 78.0 60.8 62.1 55.4 52.3 65.6 54.4 53.6 
n 3 7 12 16 8 45 32 30 30 
StdDev of Length 10.3 11.0 8.6 10.3 21.1 13.8 17.9 9.0 8.1 
Mean Weight (a) 1.0 3.9 2.0 4.3 2.3 1.6 3.6 1.6 1.6 
n 3 7 10 16 8 45 32 30 30 
EEL Mean Length (mm) 315.0 282.5 389.7 
n 2 2 3 
StdDev of Length 120.2 67.2 156.1 
Mean Weight (a) 55.0 83.5 66.5 
n 2 2 2 
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A .ppendix F (continued). Mean Length and Weight of Fish in Upper Colley Wright Brook by Species and Year. t 
Year1 
Species Data2 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
GLS Mean Length (mm) 72.0 
. ""' 
68.0 
n 1 3 
StdDev of Length 2.6 
Mean Weight (g) 
n 
SKB Mean Length (mm) 47.2 51.0 
n 5 1 
StdDev of Length 3.3 
Mean Weight (a) 1.2 
n 5 
WHS Mean Length (mm) 
·' 
97.2 " 109.3 91.1 94.3: 107.7 95.9 107.2 103.8 96.7 
n 15 27 43 32 28.0 57 48 31 25 
StdDev of Length 27.9 31.0 26.4 19.7 24.0 34.1 44.6 43.2 19.3 
Mean Weight (g) 12.1 17.0 10.0 11.8 15.1 14.1 22.0 20.3 12.7 
n 15 27 43 32 28 57 47 31 23 
11 No data collected on nonsalmonid species in 2001. 
~ Group weights used for weight calculations. 
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A d. GM L .ppen 1x ean h w. h engt , e1g t, an d C d"f F t fl BKT . U on 110n ac or or Ill pp er C 11 W . ht B k b S. Cl o ey ng roo 1y 1ze ass an dY ear. 
Size Year 
Class Data 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
Legal Mean Length (mm) 174.6 166.0 164.8 156.0 191 184.6 186.5 189.0 170.7 
n 7 1 5 1. 5.0 9 15 1 6 
StdDev of Length 20.2 18.2 23.6 20.8 23.7 11.7 
Mean Weight (a) 54.7 60.0 60.8 37.0 84.4 74.8 65.8 73.0 46.8 
n 7 1 5 1 5 9 15 1 6 
StdDev of Weight 22.9 23.2 38.8 35.3 30.2 11 .7 
Mean Condition 1.0 1.3 1.3 1.0 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.1 0.9 
n 7. 1 5 1 5 9 15 1 6 
- StdDev of Condition 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
Sublegal Mean Length (mm) 120.4 105.0 124.5 130.0 .. ····· 130.5 119.2 > 148.4 122.4 128.0 135.0 
n 10 12 11 10 11 6 5 30 5 13 
StdDev of Length 16.7 12.6 17.7 12.3 14.8 14.0 2.4 11.6 11.6 10.3 
Mean Weight (g) 17.2 11.5 20.1 29.2 23.1 19.7 35.4 16.1 19.8 22.1 
n 10 11 11 9 10 6 5 30 5 13 
StdDev of Weight 7.5 5.5 8.0 9.1 5.8 6.0 1.5 5.4 5.0 4.3 
Mean Condition 0.9 0.9 1.0 1.3 1.0 1.1 1.1 0.8 0.9 0.9 
n 10 11 11 9 10 6 5 30 5 13 
StdDev of Condition 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
YOY1 Mean Length (mm) 54.8 80.3 52.0 51 .5 55.7 > 52.2 .) < 52.5 54.8 48.6 64.0 
n 4 6 8 17 13 30 4 20 8 7 
StdDev of Length 3.7 4.2 5.6 7.3 6.6 4.9 14.8 7.4 8.7 5.7 
Mean Weight (a) 2.3 3.8 1.6 1.8 1.8 2.0 2.3 1.6 1.5 2.3 
n 3 6 5 15 13 15 3 20 8 7 
1 Group weights were used for this size class. 
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1 . Appen ix H. Popu at10n an dB" iomass ata ort e D D h L ow er o ev ng t roo tu ly eac ,Y ipec1es an en W"hB kSdR hbS dY ear. 
Year 
SPECIES DATA3 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 2000 
BKTALL Pop.Est. 21 8 3 9 19 13 34 
S.E. 1-8 0.5 0.3 1.2 6.4 0.2 32.4 
95% C.I. 4 1 1 3 13 0 66 
Biomass Est. (a) 367.9 284.8 161.0 261.0 728.3 446.9 525.3 
BKTLEG Pop.Est. 3 4 2 2 6 7 2 
S.E. 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.4 
95% C.I. 3 2 5 5 1 
Biomass Est. (al 141.0 228.0 196.0 101.0 300.0 427.0 98.0 
BKTSUB Pop.Est. 17 3 . 1 6 6 0 5 
S.E. 1.0 1.0 1.2 
95% C.I. 2 3 3 
Biomass Est. Ca) 205.2 64.0 31.5 131.0 160.0 107.0 
BKTYOY Pop.Est. 0 • .... ·• 1 •.. . 0 1 3 6 10 
S.E. 0.7 0.4 
95% C.I. 3 1 
Biomass Est. (a) 10.0 9.7 
,. 
•·· 
BND Pop.Est. 531 471 ... 1532 .. t 324 180 874 624 
S.E. 452.3 145.8 1289.1 83.6 30.4 36.7 
95% C.I. 891 287 2527 165 60 72 
Biomass Est. (a) 955.8 876.1 1976.3 625.3 378.0 1450.8 1042.1 
. .. . .• 
BNTALL Pop.Est. 23 24 34 26 49 5 9 
S.E. 1.1 0.2 0.8 0.8 3.9 0.5 
95% C.I. 2 0 2 2 8 1 
Biomass Est. 397.2 453.8 1023.1 945.9 2009.0 867.0 296.0 
BNTLEG Pop; Est. 0 1 2 13 19 5 4 
S.E. 0.4 0.2 3.2 0.2 
95% C.I. 5 0 7 1 
Biomass Est. (a) 80.0 121.1 590.5 1217.1 867.0 184.0 
BNTSUB Pop.Est. 23 23 1 13 29 0 8 
S.E. 1.1 0.2 1.1 1.9 3.0 
95% C.I. 2 0 2 4 7 
Biomass Est. (a) 397.2 371.2 24.5 372.3 783.0 179.2 
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Appendix H (continued). Population and Biomass Data for the Lower Colley Wright Brook Study Reach by Species and Year. 1 
Year2 
SPECIES DATA3 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 2000 
BNTYOY Pop. Est. 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 
S.E. 1.0 
95% C.I. 3 
Biomass Est. (a) 6.7 
BUL Pop.Est. 3 1 
S.E. 1.3 
95% C.I. 5 
Biomass Est. (a) 144.0 30.0 
CCB Pop. Est. 2 .. 17, .•. 3 .. ,f 14 9 94 16 
S.E. 5.1 0.7 2.4 2.6 2.2 0.7 
95% C.I. 11 3 5 6 4 2 
Biomass Est. (a) 102.0 21.0 71.4 61.0 676.8 121.1 
CMS Pop. Est. 
.. . / . 71 //. 56 
,· 
.. / ..... ;. 66 26 . 67 85 126 
S.E. 4.4 28.9 5.0 34.9 5.0 26.6 
95% C.I. 9 58 10 70 10 53 
Biomass Est. (a) 390.5 230.7 273.9 82.7 221.1 380.0 520.4 
EEL 
. 
Pol>. Est. . . . :3· .( 1· . HiJ,· 12 ''.!Y + ·/ '> 6 / .. 19 8 21 7 
S.E. 2.5 3.2 5.7 2.0 0.9 
95% C.I. 6 7 14 4 2 
Biomass Est. la\ 546.0 761.1 762.6 813.8 407.0 
FHM . ·f'os>. Est. ;t 1 ... . ..• .. . ..•. . ... /.: . 
" 
.,, : 
' 
····.j{ ..' .. 38 
S.E. 9.7 
95% C.I. 20 
Biomass Est. la\ 104.9 
FLF ,., . . Pop.Est. · ). 
'· 
·. 
; 2 
S.E. 0.4 
95% C.I. 5 
Biomass Est. 
GLS .. . Pop~ Est. 1 . 3 
.. 
< . 3 4 4 6 1 
S.E. 0.3 1.5 0.7 
95% C.I. 1 5 2 
Biomass Est. (a) 5.0 6.0 10.5 31.0 25.2 19.7 5.0 
NRD Pop. Est. 3 3 1 
S.E. 
95% C.I. 
Biomass Est. la\ 6.9 2.0 
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Appendix H (continued). Population and Biomass Data for the Lower Colley Wright Brook Study Reach by Species and Year. 
Yea~ 
SPECIES DATA3 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 2000 
PKS Pop. Est. 1 1 8 2 8 1 
S.E. 17.6 0.8 
95% C.I. 42 2 
Biomass Est. (a) 178.0 18.0 224.0 22.0 
SKB Pop.Est. 7 1 2 4 3 
S.E. 1.0 1.0 1.3 
95% C.I. 13 3 5 
Biomass Est. (a) 9.2 
WHS Pop. Est. . 139 80 101 114 50 263 116 
S.E. 10.2 3.3 6.2 12.7 8.8 4.4 
95% C.I. 20 7 12 25 17 9 
Biomass Est. (a) 3099.7 1468:8 1390.8 2448.7 1395.0 2572.1 1648.4 
, Data by study reach, divide by habitat units in the reach and multiply by 100 to convert into 100 HU. 
2 One run conducted in 1992, and no BNT were observed; no sampling conducted in 1999. 
3 Population estimates were set to the number of fish sampled when depletion patterns did not allow accurate estimates. 
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h d w . h f F" h . u Appendix I. Mean Lengt an e1g to lS m 1pper Cll W"hB kb S 0 ey ng t roo 1y ipec1es an dY ear. 
Year1 
Species Data2 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 2000 2001 
BKT Mean Length (mml 150.2 119.8 141.0 160.0 129.6 135.0 128.2 96.2 132.5 
n 5 19 11 3 9 15 13 14 2 
StdDev of Length 11.8 - 20.8 40.7 38.0 37.7 44.5 58.0 45.4 7.8 
Mean Weight Cal 33.6 17.5 35.6 53.7 29.0 38.3 34.4 15.5 24.5 
n 5 19 10 3 8 12 13 14 2 
BND Mean Length (mm) 63.2 59.0 48.8 58.4 59.8 52.2 53.2 
n 30 35 35 30 30 35 27 
StdDev of Length 6.7 9.1 8.2 6.9 10.8 10.9 10.1 
Mean Weight (a) 1.8 1.9 1.3 1.9 2.1 1.7 1.7 
n 30 35 35 30 30 35 27 
BNT Mean Lenath Cmml 119.0 118.3 126.1 150.2 147.0 249.6 145.3 
n 22 23 34 26 45 5 9 
StdDev of Length 17.6 23.5 36.7 13.1 30.5 35.5 19.2 
Mean Weight (a) 17.3 18.9 30.1 36.4 41.0 173.4 32.9 
n 22 23 33 26 45 5 9 
BUL Mean Length (mml . 147.0 
,. 
138.0 ·;• 
n 3 1 
StdDev of Length 41.7 
Mean Weight (a) 48.0 30.0 
n 3 1 
CCB Mean Length (mml 84.8 93.5 77.3 89.8 74.3 86.0 
n 8 2 10 8 25 14 
StdDev of Length 16.4 21.9 11.8 14.2 17.8 18.8 
Mean Weight (a) 6.0 7.0 5.1 6.8 7.2 7.6 
n 8 2 10 8 25 14 
CMS Mean Length (mml 82.5 76.5 62.7 67.9 71.8 67.2 71.1 
n 24 18 27 17 20 23 30 
StdDev of Length 10.6 12.7 10.8 7.7 9.2 18.0 11.9 
Mean Weight Cal 5.5 4.2 4.1 3.2 3.3 4.5 4.1 
n 24 18 27 17 20 23 30 
EEL Mean Length (mml 283.5 260.6 271.0 287.5 316.4 
n 8 17 3 4 7 
StdDev of Length 72.0 68.1 183.6 45.ff 104.9 
Mean Weight Cal 45.5 40.1 95.3 38.8 58.1 
n 8 17 3 4 7 
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Appendix I (continued). Mean Length and Weight of Fish in Up '.)er Colley Wright Brook by Species and Year. 
Year1 
Species Data2 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 2000 2001 
FHM Mean Length (mm) .. 62.7 
n 25 
StdDev of Length 10.1 
Mean Weight (a) 2.8 
n 25 
GLS Mean Length (mm) 87.0 74.5 72.0 92.8 92.0 70.8 92 .0 
n 1 2 2 4 3 4 1 
StdDev of Length 4.9 5.7 11 .7 18.5 12.5 
Mean Weight (a) 5.0 2.0 3.5 7.8 6.3 3.3 5.0 
n 1 2 2 4 3 4 1 
NRD Mean Length (mm) 52.0 
n 1 
StdDev of Length 
Mean Weight (a) 2.0 
n 1 
. .~ PKS Mean Length (mm) · ...... " ' 100.0 
····· 
... '54;0 · 99.3 > 82.5 
' 
.104.8 108.0 
n 1 1 4 2 6 1 
StdDev of Length 1.3 3.5 22.3 
Mean Weight (a) 22.3 9.0 28.0 22.0 
n 4 2 6 1 
RBD Mean Length (mm) 51.3 
n 3 
StdDev of Length 4.6 
Mean Weight (g) 2.3 
n 3 
SKB Mean Length (mm) 43.3 49.0 47.3 45.0 
n 7· 1 4 2 
StdDev of Length 5.3 6.9 1.4 
Mean Weight (g) 2.3 
n 3 
WHS Mean Length (mm) 104.1 124.9 106.7 97.4 122.2 130.8 79.5 104.1 
n 11 30 24 35 21 20 40 33 
StdDev of Length 29.1 28.9 37.6 24.6 16.2 22.5 33.5 24.0 
Mean Weight (a) 22.3 18.4 13.8 . 21.5 27.9 9.8 14.2 
n 30 24 35 21 20 40 33 
, One run conducted in 1992 with no BNT observed; no sampling conducted in 1999. 
2 Group weights used for weight calculations. 
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App en 1x J. Mean L engt , eii h w. h t, an dC d.. F on 1tlon actor or m £ BKT. L ow er o ey ng t roo 1y 1ze C 11 W . h B k b S. Cl ass an dY ear. 
Year2 
Size Class Data 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 2000 2001 
Legals Mean Length (mm.) 150.2 161.0 181.0 203.0 171.5 168.0 177.9 163.0 
n 5 3 4 1 2 6 7 2 
StdDev of Length 11.8 12.3 2.8 26.2 19.1 18.1 2.8 
Mean Weight (g) 33.6 47.0 57.0 98.0 50.5 50.0 61.0 49.0 
n 5 3 4 1 2 6 7 2 
StdDev of Weight 7.1 9.6 3.5 30.4 20.8 22.5 7.1 
Mean Condition 1.0 1.2 1.0 1.2 0.9 1.0 1.0 1.1 
n 5 3 4 1 2 6 7 2 
StdDev of Condition 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 
Sublegals Mean Length (mm) 112.1 128.3 138.5 128.0 141 .3 126.4 132.5 
n 16 6 2 6 6 5 2 
StdDev of Length 9.7 20.7 10.6 17.9 9.6 18.7 7.8 
Mean Weight (g) 12.1 21.3 31.5 21.8 26.7 21.4 24.5 
n 15 6 2 6 6 5 2 
StdDev of Weight 5.1 9.0 9.2 7.6 4.8 8.6 4.9 
Mean Condition 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.0 0.9 1.0 1.0 
n 15 6 2 6 6 5 2 
StdDev of Condition 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 
YOY1 Mean Length (mm) 57.0 .•. 55.0 56.3 70.2 55.6 
n 1 1 3 6 7 
StdDev of Length 5.1 13.3 7.2 
Mean Weight (g) 3.3 1.6 
n 6 7 
11 Group weights were used for this size class. 
12 One run conducted in 1992; no samplinQ conducted in 1999. 
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A d' KM .ppen 1x ean L engt , eig t, an dC d'. F on 1tion £ BNT . . L actor or m ow er C 11 W . h B k b S. Cl 0 ey ng t roo 1y 1ze ass an dY ear. 
Year 
Size Class Data1 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 2000 
Legal Mean Length (mm) 205.0 170.1 162.3 176.4 .249.6 164.3 
n 1 7 12 17 5 4 
StdDev of Length 28.0 6.8 29.5 35.5 3.5 
Mean Weight (a) 80.0 60.6 45.4 64.1 173.4 46.0 
n 1 7 12 17 5 4 
StdDev of Weight 32.0 6.6 40.3 101.5 2.8 
Mean Condition 0.9 1.2 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.0 
n 1 7 12 17 5 4 
StdDev of Condition 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
Sublegal Mean Length (mm) 119.0 114.4 125.6 139.9 129.1 130.2 
n 22 22 23 14 28 5 
StdDev of Length 17.6 14.3 14.4 6.8 11.0 9.4 
Mean Weight (a) 17.3 16.1 24.5 28.6 27.0 22.4 
n 22 22 23 14 28 5 
StdDev of Weight 9.7 6.1 8.7 3.8 24.3 5.7 
Mean Condition 0.9 1.0 1.2 1.0 1.2 1.0 
n 22 22 23 14 28 5 
StdDev of Condition 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.6 0.1 
YOY1 Mean Length (mm) 52.5 
n 4 
StdDev of Length 3.4 
Mean Weight (a) 1.7 
n 3 
, Group weights were used for this size class. 
2 One run conducted in 1992 with no BNT observed; no sampling conducted in 1999. 
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A d' 1 . "ppen ix L. Popu at10n an dB' iomass D fl h L k A b 0 tl t St d R h b S ata ort e a e u um u e u ly eac 1y ipec1es an dY ear. 
Year 
SPECIES DATA3 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 2000 
BND Pop.Est. 159 . 60 237 16 28 624 76 
S.E. 159.2 2.8 14.3 9.8 2.9 728.5 6.4 
95% C.I. 315 6 28 21 6 1428 13 
Biomass Est. (a) 333.9 174.0 414.8 24.8 52.6 1728.5 106.4 
BNTALL Pop.Est. 13 13 3 8 1 6 0 
S.E. 0.3 0.7 0.3 0.5 3.6 
95% C.I. 1 1 1 1 9 
Biomass Est. (g) 836.3 521.0 352.0 541.0 66.0 549.6 
BNTLEG Pop.Est. 9 2 3 8 1 2 0 
S.E. 0.4 0.4 1.4 0.5 0.4 
95% C.I. 1 5 1 1 5 
Biomass Est. (a) 729.0 260.0 352.0 541.0 66.0 449.0 
BNTSUB Pop. Est. 4 11 
' 
0 ,, 0 0 0 0 
S.E. 0.6 
95% C.I. 1 
Biomass Est. (g) 124.0 261.0 
BNTYOY Pop.Est. 0 0 ''o•·.· '.;,, 0 0 5 0 
S.E. 9.7 
95% C.I. 27 
Biomass Est. (a) 15.0 
BUL 
' 
Pop.Est. 2 4 
' 
4 7 
S.E. 1.0 0.2 0.5 0.1 
95% C.I. 13 1 2 0 
Biomass Est. (a) 4.0 104.0 132.0 68.8 
CCB Pop.Est. 1 
S.E. 
95% C.I. 
Biomass Est. (g) 11.0 
CMS Pop.Est. 2 6 40 14 11 11 168 
S.E. 1.4 3.4 3.8 1.0 0.8 4.0 
95% C.I. 4 7 8 2 2 8 
Biomass Est. (a) 30.0 33.0 280.0 208.6 140.0 43.0 453.6 
EEL Pop.Est. 6 9 5 2 3 3 2 
S.E. 1.2 0.3 
95% C.I. 3 1 
Biomass Est. (a) 228.0 732.0 877.0 219.0 186.0 
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A . ppendix L (continued). Population and Biomass Data for the Auburn Lake Outlet Study Reach by Species and Year. 
Yea~ 
SPECIES DATA3 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 2000 
FLF Pop.Est. 46 12 12 1 148 16 
S.E. 22.0 0.4 0.1 5.5 0.3 
95% C.I. 44 1 0 11 1 
Biomass Est. (a) 159.6 75.0 238.0 12.0 1189.9 39.5 
GLS Pop.Est. 3 2 9 7 
S.E. 1.8 0.7 0.9 
95% C.I. 8 2 2 
Biomass Est. (g) 57.0 40.0 429.4 67.1 
LMB Pop.Est. 1 
S.E. 
95% C.I. 
Biomass Est. (a) 3.0 
PKL Pop.Est. 1 1 
S.E. 
95% C.I. 
Biomass Est. (a) 18.0 4.0 
PKS Pop.Est. •. 4 .... 2 27 1 53 10 
S.E. 1.0 38.2 45.7 0.2 
95% C.I. 13 78 92 1 
Biomass Est. (a) 198.0 2.0 1030.9 8.0 267.7 163.0 
RBS Pop. Est. 2 3 3 12 
S.E. 0.7 1.2 . 
95% C.I. 3 3 
Biomass Est. (a) 104.0 83.0 164.0 490.8 
SMB Pop.Est. 2 2 6 1 12 4 
S.E. 1.0 1.4 0.7 0.5 
95% C.I. 13 4 2 2 
Biomass Est. (a) 151 .0 143.0 413.0 4.0 1038.0 302.0 
WHS Pop.Est. 5 19 8 1 3 35 7 
S.E. 0.5 6.4 0.8 2.7 0.3 
95% C.I. 1 13 2 6 1 
Biomass Est. (g) 40.0 276.6 122.0 21.0 91.5 587.7 68.0 
YLP Pop.Est. 16 1 4 2 
S.E. 1.0 1.9 
95% C.I. 3 24 
Biomass Est. (a) 202.7 6.5 132.0 14.0 
, Data by study reach, divide by habitat units in the reach and multiply by 100 to convert into 100 HU. 
2 One run was conducted in 1992 and 3 adult BNT were observed; no sampling conducted in 1999. 
3 Population estimates were set to the number of fish sampled when depletion patterns did not allow accurate estimates. 
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A d' M M L h d W . ht f p· h . A b L k 0 tl t b S .ppen IX ean en gt an eig 0 IS m u um a e u e 'Y ,pecies an dY ear. 
Year1 
Species Data2 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 2000 
BND Mean Length {mm) 61.5 64 .1 65.4 53.1 48.4 56.4 64.0 47.9 
n 15.0 30.0 20.0 40.0 11 .0 26.0 30.0 30.0 
StdDev of Length 6.4 8.8 9.0 8.5 11.0 3.9 6.0 8.7 
Mean Weight {g) 2.3 2.1 2.9 1.8 1.5 1.9 2.8 1.4 
n 15.0 30.0 20.0 40.0 11.0 26.0 30.0 30.0 
BNT Mean Length {mm) 288.3 166.8 142.5 223.3 181.9 200.0 146.0 
n 3.0 12.0 13.0 3.0 8.0 1.0 5.0 
StdDev of Length 32.1 48.0 40.7 32.9 16.2 113.9 
Mean Weight {g) 263.3 64.3 40.1 117.3 67.6 66.0 91.6 
n 3.0 12.0 13.0 3.0 8.0 1.0 5.0 
BUL Mean Length {mm) 85.0 128.0 140.0 88.2 
n 1.0 4.0 4.0 6.0 
StdDev of Length 29.7 11.6 21.4 
Mean Weight (g) 2.0 26.0 33.0 9.8 
n 1.0 3.0 4.0 6.0 
CCB Mean Length {mm) < •}.; " ...... ,x ... . 102.0 
n 1.0 
StdDev of Length 
Mean Weight (g) 11.0 
n 1.0 
CMS Mean Length {mm) 100.3 . 119.0 87.3 . 83.4 105.1 97.6 79.0 65.6 
n 4.0 2.0 6.0 20.0 11.0 11 .. 0 11.0 30.0 
StdDev of Length 22.1 22.6 17.3 21.7 20.4 29.3 7.7 13.0 
Mean Weight {g) 9.5 15.0 5.5 7.0 14.9 12.7 3.9 2.7 
n 4.0 2.0 6.0 20.0 10.0 11.0 11.0 30.0 
EEL Mean Length (mm) 300.0 375.0 429.4 387.0 356.0 612.5 
n 1.0 4.0 5.0 2.0 1.0 2.0 
StdDev of Length 31.1 87.9 26.9 17.7 
Mean Weight (g ) 38.0 81.3 175.4 109.5 62.0 
n 1.0 3.0 5.0 2.0 1.0 
FLF Mean Length (mm) 72.4 84.0 115.7 105.0 95.2 63.8 
n 17.0 8.0 . 6.0 1.0 30.0 15.0 
StdDev of Length 22.2 21.3 35.8 9.1 8.2 
Mean Weight (g ) 3.5 6.3 19.8 12.0 8.0 2.5 
n 17.0 8.0 6.0 1.0 25.0 15.0 
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Appendix M (continued). Mean Length and Weight of Fish in Auburn Lake Outlet by Species and Year. 
Year1 
Species Data2 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 2000 
GLS Mean Length (mm) 132.0 132.0 168.2 101.1 
n 2 1 9 12 
StdDev of Length 11.3 24.0 17.6 
Mean Weight la) 19.0 20.0 47.7 9.6 
n 2 1 7 12 
LMB Mean Length (mm) 55.0 
n 1 
- StdDev of Length 
Mean Weight la) 3.0 
n 1 
PKL Mean Length (mm) 
" . ' 
157.0 93.0 
n 1 1 
StdDev of Length 
Mean Weight la) 18.0 4.0 
n 1 1 
PKS Mean Length (mm) 132.8 .-.. -. .66.5 . 122.2 . .. 78.0 64.3 93.0 
n 4 2 12 1 21 10 
StdDev of Length 20.1 4.9 15.7 13.8 18.0 
Mean Weight la) 49.5 1.0 38.2 8.0 5.0 16.3 
n 4 2 11 1 21 10 
RBS Mean Length (mm) 150.0 138.5 .. 102.7 ' 136.0 127.3 
n 2 2 3 3 10 
StdDev of Length 0.0 40.3 19.5 12.5 13.1 
Mean Weight la) 59.0 52.0 27.7 54.7 40.9 
n 2 2 3 3 10 
SMB Mean Length (mm) .175.0 131.0 164.3 72.0 147.2 166.8 
n 2 2 6 1 16 "4 
StdDev of Length 56.6 15.6 45.1 72.1 54.3 
Mean Weight la) 75.5 71.5 68.8 4.0 86.5 75.5 
n 2 2 6 1 16 4 
WHS Mean Length (mm) 90.0 88.8 110.4 110.3 114.0 195.3 112.4 91.4 
n 2 4 9 8 1 3 28 7 
StdDev of Length 7.1 15.9 24.7 9.0 f13.8 17.3 18.1 
Mean Weight (a) 6.0 8.0 14.6 15.3 21.0 30.5 16.8 9.7 
n 2 3 9 8 1 2 28 7 
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Appendix M (continued). Mean Length and Weight of Fish in Auburn Lake Outlet by Species and Year. 
Year1 
Species Data2 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 2000 
YLP Mean Length (mm) 120.7 84.5 136.8 88.0 
n 6 2 4 1 
StdDev of Length 8.5 2.1 31.1 
Mean Weight (al 12.7 6.5 33.0 7.0 
n 6 2 3 1 
11 One run was conducted in 1992; no sampling conducted in 1999. 
2 Group weights used for weiqht data. 
A d' NM .ppen ix ean L th W . ht d C d'f F t u BNT. A b L k 0 tl t b s· Cl eng 
' 
e1g , an on 110n ac or or m u um a e u e 1y lZe ass an dY ear. 
Year 
Data1 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 
Legal Mean Length (mm) l288.3 ... 181.9 
. fa ··•···. 1225 
:•:.·· 1223.3 181.9 l200 ·. 'l269.5 
.. .>· • 
n 3 8 ~ 13 8 1 r2 
StdDev of Length 32.1 53.1 138.2 32.9 16.2 t31.8 
Mean Weight (a) 263.3 81.0 130.0 117.3 67.6 66.0 224.5 
n 3 8 12 3 8 1 l2 
StdDev of Weight 92.9 84.6 rro.7 57.9 16.2 92.6 
Mean Condition 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.1 0.8 1.1 
n 3 8 12 3 a 1 2 
StdDev of Condition 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.1 
Sub legal Mean Leliath Cmni) · ' ? •. 136.5 <. 127.5 ; .. · ;\ 
n 14 11 
StdDev of Length 6.6 15.4 
Mean Weight (a) t31.0 123.7 
n ~ 11 
StdDev of Weight 5.o rr.3 
Mean Condition 1.2 1.1 
n ~ 11 
StdDev of Condition b.o 0.1 
YOY1 Mean Length (mm) 
n 
StdDev of Length 
Mean Weight (a) 
n 
11 Group weights were used for this size class. 
tz One run conducted in 1992; no sampling conducted in 1999; no BNT observed in 2000. 
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A d' 0 St k' h' t i t d t k d 'th f II fi r b kt .ooen 1x oc mg 1s ory or s u IY wa ers s oc e w1 a moermo roo rou. 
Number of Stocking Pounds of Size 
Date Fish Rate Fish Fish per 
Stocked Stocked (Fish/HU) Species Stocked Pound 
Killick Brook 
10/20/92 600 1.5 BKT 38 15.7 
10/08/93 600 1.5 BKT 55 10.9 
10/12/94 600 1.5 BKT 62 9.6 
Collyer Brook 
10/15/92 750 1.1 BKT 52 14.4 
10/08/93 750 1.1 BKT 58 12.9 
10/12/94 750 1.1 BKT 77 9.7 
10/06/95 2,000 3 BKT 211 9.5 
10/19/96 2,000 3 BKT 260 7.7 
A d' P El 1ppen 1x fi h' It f th f II fi I' t d ectro 1s mg resu s rom e a mgermg s u 1, 1 wa ers. 
Number of Number of 
Site Number of BKT Legal BKT Number of 
Year Number HUs Shocked Caught Cauaht Marked BKT 
Killick Brook 
1994 1 8.3 33 4 0 
2 10 44 10 1 
1995 1 9.1 177 14 1 
2 10 41 3 2 
Collyer Brook 
1994 1 12 16 5 0 
2 8.6 14 5 0 
3 23.8 12 5 0 
1995 1 1"2 15 1 0 
2 8.6 4 1 0 
1996 1 12 7 4 0 
2 8.6 16 5 1 
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• 
A d' Q s .ppen 1x f I t ummary o vo un ary cree lb dt f Cll B k' G ox a a ram 01yer roo m rav . 
Number of 
Angler Number of Number of Marked Mean Length 
Year Hours BKT Kept BNT Kept BKT (inches) 
1990 257 36 25 0 8.1 
1991 382 47 25 0 8.1 
1992 no data 
1993 236 19 14 0 6.9 
1994 225 17 13 0 8.4 
1995 162 10 6 0 . 9.4 
1996 151 7 18 0 10.5 
A d. R S .ppen 1x f I t d I d t f Kil' k B k . H II' ummary o se ec e anQ er a a ram I IC rao m 0 IS. 
Number of Number of Mean 
Angler Number of Legal BKT Marked BKT Length 
Year Hours BKT Caught Caught Caught of BKT (in.) 
1994 18 15 9 0 6.3 
1995 166 42 25 0 7.8 
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a 
A d. S F h .ppen 1x . IS d species co es use d' m appen ices. 
Specie Code Specie 
BKT BROOK TROUT 
BKTALL ALL BROOK TROUT 
BKTLEG LEGAL-SIZE BROOK TROUT 
BKTSUB SU~LEGALBROOKTROUT 
BKTYOY YOUNG OF THE YEAR BROOK TROUT 
BND BLACKNOSE DACE 
BNT BROWN TROUT 
BNTALL ALL BROWN TROUT 
BNTLEG LEGAL-SIZE BROWN TROUT 
BNTSUB SUB-LEGAL BROWN TROUT 
BNTYOY YOUNG OF THE YEAR BROWN TROUT 
BUL BROWN BULLHEAD 
CCB CREEK CHUB 
CMS COMMON SHINER 
EEL AMERICAN EEL 
FHM FATHEAD MINNOW 
FLF FALLFISH 
GLS GOLDEN SHINER 
LMB LARGEMOUTH BASS 
NRD NORTHERN REDBELL Y DACE 
PKL CHAIN PICKEREL 
PKS PUMPKINSEED SUNFISH 
RBS REDBREAST SUNFISH 
SKB STICKLEBACK 
SMB SMALLMOUTH BASS 
WHS WHITE SUCKER 
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This report has been funded in part by the Federal Aid in Sport Fish 
Restoration Program. This is a cooperative effort involving federal and state 
government agencies. The program is designed to increase sport fishing and 
boating opportunities through the wise investment of anglers' and boaters' tax 
dollars in state sport fishery projects. This program which was funded in 1950 
was named the Dingell-Johnson Act in recognition of the congressmen who 
spearheaded this effort. In 1984 this act was amended through the Wallop-
Breaux Amendment (also narn~d for the congressional sponsors) and pro-
vided a threefold incre~se in Federal monies for sportfish restoration, aquatic 
education and motorboat access. 
The Program is an outstanding example of a "user pays-user benefits", 
or "user fee" program. In this case, anglers and boaters are th.e 4sers. ;. Briefly, 
anglers and boaters are responsible for payment of ,tis.bing tackle excis·e 
taxes, motorboat fuel taxes, and import duties on tackle and boats. These 
monies are collected by the sport fishing industry, deposited in the Department 
of Treasury, and are allocated the year following collection to state fishery 
agencies for sport fisheries and boating access projects. Generally, each 
project must be evaluated and approved by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS). The benefits provided by these projects to users complete the 
cycle between "user pays - user benefits" . 
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